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August 1, 2003 

 
Via Electronic Submission 
 
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary    David Solomon, Chief 
Federal Communications Commission   Enforcement Bureau 
445 12th Street, SW     Federal Communications Commission 
Washington, DC 20554    445 12th Street, SW 
       Washington, D.C.  20554 
 
John Muleta, Chief 
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 

Re: Missouri RSA No. 7 Limited Partnership d/b/a Mid-Missouri Cellular 
 E911 Interim Report 

In the Matter of Revision of the Commission=s Rules to Ensure Compatibility 
With Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling Systems 
CC Docket No. 94-102  

 
Dear Ms. Dortch: 
 

On behalf of Missouri RSA No. 7 Limited Partnership d/b/a Mid-Missouri Cellular (“Mid-Missouri Cellular”) 
we hereby submit its report on the status of its implementation of E911 services.  Mid-Missouri Cellular is a Tier III 
carrier as defined in Revision of the Commission=s Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 Emergency 
Calling Systems, CC Docket No. 94-102, Order to Stay (rel. July 26, 2002), FCC 02-210(2002)(ANon-
Nationwide Carrier Order”).  This report is submitted in compliance with the terms of the Non-Nationwide Carrier 
Order. 
 

If you have any questions or require additional information with respect to the Interim Report, please do not 
hesitate to call. 
 

Best regards, 
 

      /S/ Joshua P. Zeldis 
 

Joshua P. Zeldis 
 
Enclosures 
cc: Qualex International (FCC Copy Contractor) 
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Report to the Federal Communications Commission on Carrier Efforts Toward Attaining 
Wireless Enhanced 911 Deployment and Implementation, as Provided by CC Docket No. 

94-102, In the Matter of Revision of the Commission’s Rules To Ensure Compatibility with 
Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling Systems 

 
 Missouri RSA No. 7 Limited Partnership d/b/a Mid-Missouri Cellular (“MMC”), by its 
attorneys, pursuant to the Federal Communications Commission’s (“Commission” or “FCC”) 
Non-Nationwide Carrier Order1 and Public Notice2 in CC Docket No. 94-102, hereby files an 
Interim Report, detailing its efforts towards attaining the benchmarks established in the Non-
Nationwide Carrier Order and with other applicable provisions of the wireless Enhanced 911 
(“E911”) rules.  

 In its Non-Nationwide Carrier Order, the Commission granted a temporary stay to select 
carriers from the application of certain specific E911 Phase II deadlines set forth in section 
20.18(f) and (g) of the Commission’s rules.3    In order to assist in monitoring Tier III carriers’ 
E911 deployment progress, the Commission required that Tier III carriers file an Interim Report 
to provide specific, verifiable information to allow the Commission to track compliance with 
each of the Commission’s benchmarks.  In compliance with the Non-Nationwide Carrier Order, 
MMC now files this instant report with the Commission.  
 
I. Carrier Background 
 MMC provides analog and digital TDMA CMRS wireless service in the Missouri 7 - 
Sedalia RSA and a small rural portion of the Kansas City MSA.4  As set forth below, MMC 
intends to migrate its network to CDMA technology in part, to enable it to implement a handset-
based E911 Phase II Solution.  MMC is working to complete its CDMA overbuild during the 
first quarter of 2004. 

 

 

                                                 
1 In the Matter of Revision of the Commission’s Rules To Ensure Compatibility with 

Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling Systems, Non-Nationwide Carrier Order, CC Docket No. 94-
102, Order to Stay (rel. July 26, 2002), (“Non-Nationwide Carrier Order”). 

2 Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Provides Further Guidance on Interim Report 
Filings by Small Sized Carrier, Public Notice, CC Docket No. 94-102, (rel. June 30, 2003) 
(“Public Notice”). 

3 MMC was identified as a Tier III carrier and was included in the list of non-nationwide 
carriers granted a temporary stay. See, Non-Nationwide Carrier Order, ¶ 23 and Appendix A. 

4 Stations KNKN595 (CMA510B) and KNKR207 (CMA024B-2). 



Interim Report 
Deployment & Implementation of Wireless E911 

Missouri RSA No. 7 Limited Partnership d/b/a  
Mid-Missouri Cellular 

Page 2 of 5 
 

 

II. E911 Deployment 
A. Phase I 

MMC has only received an E911 Phase I request from the “Ray County 9-1-1-Center” 
(“Ray County PSAP”).  That request was a consolidated Phase I/Phase II request.  MMC served 
a written request for documentation on the Ray County PSAP within 15 days of receipt of the 
PSAP request, however, as of yet, Ray County has yet to provide that documentation.  Therefore, 
under 47 CFR § 20.18(j)(3), the six-month period for Phase I implementation is tolled until the 
Ray County PSAP provides MMC the requested documentation.   MMC intends to deploy E911 
Phase I capabilities in conjunction with its migration to the CDMA technology in early 2004.  

MMC responded to that request seeking to work with the Ray County PSAP to address 
numerous issues presented by that request.  A copy of MMC’s formal written letter to the PSAP, 
which includes MMC’s written request for documentation, is appended hereto.  Also appended 
hereto is Ray County written response.  Among other issues presented, MMC questioned the 
PSAP request that MMC connect with the selective router designated by the Ray County PSAP.  
Ray County PSAP had apparently decided to integrate its E911 services with the greater Kansas 
City metropolitan area.  As a result, that PSAP has tied its facilities to the selective router located 
in Lenexa Kansas.  This PSAP location is a significant distance from Ray County and, sending 
E911 Phase I information to that selective router would result in significant increased operational 
costs to MMC.  Moreover, since Ray County PSAP is the only PSAP tied to that router that is 
located in the MMC market, 100% of the E911 calls which MMC would send to that router 
would, in turn, be sent back to the Ray County PSAP.  The Ray County PSAP is located within a 
few miles of MMC’s existing facilities in Ray County and MMC could deliver all Ray County 
PSAP calls directly to the PSAP at substantially lower costs.  

MMC has not sought formal waiver of this requirement as of this point in time inasmuch 
as the Ray County PSAP request has been tolled.  At such time as the requisite documentation is 
provided which re-starts the 6 month implementation timeline, MMC will seek Commission 
relief of this formal routing request.   

 
B. Phase II Requests 

The Ray County PSAP request was a combined Phase I/Phase II request.   As with the 
Ray County PSAP’s Phase I request, the six-month period for Phase II implementation has been 
tolled pending receipt of the requested documentation request from the Ray County PSAP. 

 
C.  E911 Equipment Order/Installation Status 

MMC intends to deploy a handset-based E911 Phase II solution to fulfill the 
Commission’s E911 mandate.  MMC has selected a handset-based solution because MMC has 
been unable to find a single network solution vendor that would commit to achieving the 
Commission’s E911 Phase II accuracy standards by any economically feasible means using 
MMC’s existing cell sites and antenna configurations.  After exploring alternative network-based 
solutions, MMC believes that a handset-based solution will afford it a greater level of locational 
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accuracy although MMC does not currently believe that this level of accuracy will satisfy the 
Commission rules.   

 
D. Handset Sales 

MMC has not initiated the sale of ALI-capable handsets.  As the Commission is well 
aware, the large-carrier decision to migrate away from TDMA technology as a network protocol, 
there appear to be no handset manufacturers that will provide an ALI-capable TDMA handset.  
As a result, absent the production of a TDMA-capable handset, Mid-Missouri is now compelled 
to replace its entire digital network with the CDMA protocol for which ALI handsets are 
available.   Moreover, even when MMC is ready to initiate sale of ALI-capable handsets, MMC 
is unsure that CDMA ALI-capable handsets will be available in sufficient quantities to meet the 
various Commission benchmarks.  The Commission itself has acknowledged that Tier III carriers 
like MMC are unable to generate sufficient handset demand to warrant direct customer 
relationships with manufacturers.5  As a result, MMC will have no choice but to deal with 
wholesalers, distributors and other intermediaries who have no specific commitment to 
accommodating demand in a small, rural market like Mid-Missouri’s and may have powerful 
economic incentives to accord such demand the lowest of priorities assuming they commit to 
accommodating that demand at all.    

MMC is in the unfortunate position of looking to implement a handset-based solution but 
presently operating a network that cannot support the only handsets for which the ALI 
technology is available.  Accordingly MMC cannot begin selling ALI-capable handsets by 
September 1, 2003 or meet the 25% new activation deadline of November 30, 2003 (even 
assuming the availability of a sufficient quantity of CDMA ALI-capable handsets by that date) 
because those handsets are not compatible with MMC’s existing digital technology.  MMC will 
be filing a formal waiver request of those deadlines shortly.  Assuming the availability of CDMA 
ALI-capable handsets, MMC intends to initiate the sale of ALI-capable handsets once its 
migration to CDMA is complete.   At that time, MMC will endeavor to sell ALI-capable 
handsets, near exclusively (assuming it is able to obtain sufficient quantities to enable it to do so) 
in an effort to satisfy its May 31, 2004 and November 30, 2004 requirements and maximize its 
handset penetration obligations by the December 31, 2005 deadline.   

                                                 
5 See Non-Nationwide Carrier Order, ¶ 20 (“This approach recognizes that wireless 

carriers with relatively small customer bases are at a disadvantage as compared with the large 
nationwide carriers in acquiring location technologies, network components, and handsets 
needed to comply with our regulations.”); see also, id. ¶ 10 (“ .   .   .   The record demonstrates 
that non-nationwide CMRS carriers have much less ability than the nationwide CMRS carriers to 
obtain the specific vendor commitments necessary to deploy E911 immediately   .     .      .”).  
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E.     Difficulties in Implementation 
  As discussed above, MMC has had great difficulty in obtaining an E911 Phase II solution 
that will work within its network.  In attempting to find an E911 Phase II solution that would 
meet the Commission’s accuracy standards, MMC has explored several handset-base solutions.  
MMC has found that it would be uneconomical to deploy a network based solution that had any 
realistic hope of meeting the FCC’s accuracy requirements because the spacing of base stations 
and network elements required to provide wireless service over vast expanses of rural territory is 
inadequate for triangulating the “XY” coordinates of E911 callers with the required level of 
accuracy.  Moreover, the associated costs with upgrading antenna systems and adding multiple 
additional cell sites to facilitate triangulation, would be financially impossible for MMC   
Therefore, MMC sees no realistic alternative but to utilize a handset-based solution.     However, 
as discussed above, MMC is unable to find a single handset manufacturer that would provide 
ALI-capable TDMA handsets and therefore must now go through of the process of migrating its 
entire network from TDMA to CDMA technology, at significant cost, in order to be able to 
deploy ALI-capable handsets.  Given MMC’s low number of subscribers, the forced upgrade 
imposes an economic hardship on both MMC and its subscribers. 
 

Despite all of its efforts to timely deploy a handset-based Phase II solution, MMC is not 
confident that it will be able to achieve the Commission’s Phase II accuracy standards, even 
utilizing the ALI-capable handsets once the migration to CDMA is complete and E911 Phase II 
service is deployed.  This concern centers around the fact that once the handset loses “site” of the 
positioning satellites, the handset-based solution reverts to a network-assisted mode.  
Accordingly, MMC, as a member of the Tier III Coalition for Wireless E911, has petitioned the 
Commission to forbear, until December 31, 2005, from enforcing the quantitative accuracy 
standards set forth in Section 20.18(h)(1) and (2) of the Rules.6   

                                                 
6 Petition Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §160(c) for Forbearance from E911 Accuracy Standards 

Imposed on Tier III Carriers for Locating Wireless Subscribers Under Rule Section 20.18(h), 
WT Docket No. 02-377 (November 20, 2002). 
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III. Conclusion 

As demonstrated above, notwithstanding the fact that the six-month implementation 
schedule in response to the only PSAP request received by MMC to date has been tolled, MMC 
has proceeded with exploring E911 Phase II solutions and is now in the process of beginning to 
overbuild its entire digital network, in part, to enable it to utilize ALI-capable handsets.  This 
effort has come at the expense of significant personnel and financial resources. MMC will 
continue to work in a good faith effort to meet its E911 obligations in a timely manner to the 
greatest extent feasible. 
 
      Respectfully Submitted,  

      Missouri RSA No. 7 Limited Partnership d/b/a 
      Mid Missouri Cellular 
 
 
Dated:  August 1, 2003   /s/  Joshua P. Zeldis   

Michael K. Kurtis 
Joshua P. Zeldis 

Its Attorneys 
Kurtis & Associates, P.C.  
1000 Potomac Street, N.W.  
Suite 200  
Washington, D.C.  20007 

      (202) 328-4500
















